It is difficult to overestimate the position that Beethoven's piano sonatas occupy in the western performance tradition: at a stock taking in 1977 no less than 131 editions were counted, 1 and dozens more appear to have been published since, probably making these sonatas the most often published pieces in history. Many of the earliest editions of these works contain metronome marks by Carl Czerny and Ignaz Moscheles, which can be found in the Table in the Appendix. Czerny's marks have received the most attention, and are included in amongst others Barry Cooper's edition of Beethoven's Piano Sonatas as a rough guide to the intended tempos. 2 Nevertheless, the exact relationships between the two editors, their editions and Beethoven's intentions remain unclear. This article will discuss to what extent Czerny's and Moscheles's metronome marks are likely to reflect Beethoven's intentions, focusing on the merits of the individual editions.
The importance that Beethoven ascribed to the notion of a 'correct' speed is well known: he was among the first composers to embrace publicly the chronometer, an early version of the metronome. 3 He also defended the metronome in correspondence, such as in the famous letter to Mosel from November 1817:
As for me, I have long been thinking of abandoning those absurd descriptive terms, Allegro, Andante, Adagio, Presto; and Maelzel's metronome affords us the best opportunity of doing so. … I do not doubt that we shall be howled down as tyrants. If only the cause itself were thus served, it would still be better than to be accused of feudalism. 4 Beethoven never makes his definition of this musical feudalism explicit, but it presumably refers to the system under which the musical world operated until the invention of the metronome. Much like medieval feudalism, its musical counterpart consisted of different (but in this case often overlapping) groups: the composers who wrote the music, teachers who taught music, and performers who performed it. The communication between these groups depended in part on words that indicate tempo, which Beethoven described elsewhere in the above letter as 'stemming from the age of musical barbarism'. 5 Different teachers and performers had contrasting definitions of these words, 6 which presumably caused them to choose different tempi than the composer had in mind, something of which Beethoven disapproved. 7 Beethoven's proposed solution was to ensure the widest possible dissemination of the metronome, to the extent that 'every village school master [would] encourage the use of the metronome '. 8 In this state of 'tyranny', the composer's metronome marks are a much more reliable source of the intended tempo, and by the end of his life, Beethoven had produced metronome marks for the nine Symphonies, the first 11 String Quartets, and many other works. 9 Furthermore, eyewitness accounts confirm that at least some of the early performances of the symphonies were played at a speed close to the metronome marks. 10 Finally, there is also evidence from Beethoven's correspondence that he intended to provide metronome marks for almost every work written after 1818, 11 and that tempo considerations seem to have occupied his mind until the end of his life. 12 Several scholars have since argued that these marks provide valuable information about how Beethoven thought his works should be performed, in spite of 3 Anon, 'Mälzel's Chronometer', Wiener allgemeine musikalische Zeitung 1/41 (13 October 1813): 626-8. 4 Sieghard Brandenburg, ed., Ludwig van Beethoven Briefwechsel Gesamtausgabe (Munich: G. Henle Verlag, 1996) : vol. 4, 130-31: Letter 1196. All translations are my own, unless indicated otherwise. some printing errors and incorrect transmissions. 13 In addition, many observed that in providing metronome marks Beethoven appears to have been guided by certain underlying principles: movements with similar note values, tempo indications, and metres often have similar metronome marks by the composer, regardless of their instrumentation. 14 These comparisons, as well as corroborating evidence from the conversation books, 15 have led scholars to believe that Beethoven set these speeds either at the piano or in his head. 16 Beethoven provided only one piano sonata with metronome marks: the 'Hammerklavier' Sonata op. 106, of which the = 138 of the first movement has caused considerable controversy. 17 The editorial metronome marks by Czerny and Moscheles for the remainder of the sonatas have also attracted scholarly attention. Sandra Rosenblum discussed the speeds in Czerny's first four editions in her 1988 article 'Two Sets of Unexplored Metronome Marks for Beethoven's Piano Sonatas ', 18 in which she makes several claims. Firstly, she argues that 'a comparison of [Beethoven's] reliable indication regarding Beethoven's own tempi: the former because it is closest in time to Beethoven, the latter because it represents 'Czerny's considered opinion'. 21 Rosenblum's title notwithstanding, Czerny's metronome marks had been discussed five years earlier in an article by Herbert Seifert, 22 who refers to five editions by Czerny and eight by Moscheles, all of which can be found in the Appendix to this article, along with some additions that will be discussed later. Seifert's article is primarily expository in nature, reporting not only the metronome marks for the all the piano sonatas, but also those for chamber music, concertos and various other works that appear in Czerny's or Moscheles's editions. Seifert's primary conclusion, based on simple statistical analysis of the metronome marks, is that Moscheles and Czerny must have influenced each other to a certain degree, 23 but he does not discuss the respective merits of their contributions.
Several other authors have also touched on either Czerny's or Moscheles's metronome marks in their editions of Beethoven. Alan Tyson's article 'Moscheles and his "Complete Edition" of Beethoven' focuses on Moscheles's Cramer edition, and points out various inaccuracies in Moscheles's editing of the sonatas. 24 George Barth's book, The Pianist as Orator, and his subsequent article, 'Carl Czerny and Musical Authority', primarily focus on Czerny's pedagogical publications, his Complete Theoretical and Practical Piano Forte Schoolspecifically On the Proper Performance of Beethoven's Works for the Pianoand his School of Practical Composition. 25 Barth concludes that despite Czerny's intimate knowledge of Beethoven's works, the performance instructions provided in these treatises contradict the evidence from Beethoven's own time in many cases. This leads Barth to conclude that Czerny's metronome marks do not represent Beethoven's sound, way of playing, or even the scoreas these are all things that Czerny changesbut that it is the 'conception', the 'spirit of the work', that Czerny seeks to communicate.
The claim that Czerny's and Moscheles's metronome marks for Beethoven's piano sonatas are comparable to the composer's speeds for similar movements needs to be examined in greater detail. This comparison is often difficult, as there are few obvious similarities between piano sonata movements on the one hand and other works with metronome marks by Beethoven on the other. Among the few movements which are similar, there are some that seem to support Rosenblum's claim: for instance, the third movement of the Eighth Symphony (Tempo di Menuetto, = 126) is indeed similar in speed to Czerny's and Moscheles's metronome marks for the Menuetto of op. 22 = 120-126 and = 126-132, respectively However, there are also cases in which Czerny's and Moscheles's marks are quite different from those by Beethoven. A good example is Rosenblum's own comparison of Czerny's marks for the Adagio con molta espressione of op. 22, on the one hand, with the Adagio affettuoso ed Appassionato ( = 138) from the String Quartet op. 18 no. 1 and the Adagio cantabile from the Septet op. 20 ( = 132), on the otherthree movements with very similar figurations, range of note values, and tempo indications. She concludes that Czerny's marks ( = 100-116) are 'significantly slower than Beethoven's for the two comparable movements', 27 but misses the fact that one of Moscheles's speeds ( = 132) is in the same range.
As there are relatively few movements that can be compared directly, it may be better to see if Czerny's and Moscheles's metronome marks have been guided by the same principles as Beethoven's. Several scholars have in fact published metronome marks for the piano sonatas based on Beethoven's marks in other genres, and comparing these to Czerny's and Moscheles's seems to be a fair test of Rosenblum's claim that their similarity is an argument for their trustworthiness. The best known of these is Rudolf Kolisch, 28 who published metronome marks for almost all of Beethoven's works with opus numbers based on what he perceived to be the character of that particular piece, which according to him 'manifests itself in musical configuration'. 29 Although Kolisch never defines 'musical configuration', in practice, he groups together works with similar note values, metres and tempo indications.
Kolisch's suggestions, however, are often nowhere near those of Czerny and Moscheles: for the opening Allegro of op. 2 no. 1, Kolisch suggests = 152-176, while Czerny's and Moscheles's metronome marks indicate a speed of = 104-120. Conversely, the first movement of op. 2 no. 2 is given = 96 by Kolisch, 30 while Czerny's marks are = 126-138, with Moscheles recommending a wider range of = 112-144. Furthermore, the first movement of op. 53, a work which Czerny claims he played to Beethoven, 31 is given = 88 by both editors, while Kolisch's movements that have a similar 'musical configuration' are marked = 100-112. 32 So although some metronome marks by Czerny and Moscheles are indeed close to Beethoven's speeds for comparable movements, these similarities are not frequent and consistent enough to support the claim that these editorial metronome marks are a fair representation of Beethoven's intentions generally. The reasons behind these similaritieswhether they occurred by chance or whether they were the result of either editor remembering Beethoven's instructions or performancealso remain unclear, as do the reasons for the changes in 25 (1985) : 92-129, has similar results in certain cases, but also relies implicitly on Czerny's metronome marks (see the footnotes on pages 95 and 112) and is therefore not appropriate to use in this context. subsequent editions. This of course does not mean that Czerny's and Moscheles's editions cannot represent Beethoven's intended tempos, but it does indicate that the evidence used to support that claim is more problematic than previously thought. The following sections will re-evaluate this evidence, contextualized by a discussion of the publications in which Czerny's and Moscheles's metronome marks can be found.
Czerny's Marks
As Otto Erich Deutsch documented in 1930, 33 Beethoven suggested the idea of a complete edition of his works as early as 1810. 34 Only in 1828, however, after Beethoven's death, did Tobias Haslinger manage to begin publication of said edition, starting with the piano sonatas. 35 The announcement for this 'complete' edition states that metronome marks and corrections were supplied by Carl Czerny, Ignaz Schuppanzigh and Carl Holz. 36 Since the last two were violinists, it seems very likely that it was Czerny who prepared the metronome marks for the piano sonatas. Unfortunately, as Haslinger was unable to obtain the rights to opp. 2, 7 and 106, which were held by Artaria, 37 the edition never included all piano sonatas.
Haslinger's edition exists in two imprints, each of which contains a different set of metronome marks. 38 Establishing when these sets were published, however, has proven difficult. William Newman suggested 1832/3 as the date the first imprint was completed, 39 but Rosenblum considers it also possible that the first 22 sonatas were not published until 1837, as these are the only ones to appear in a review in Haslinger's own periodical, Allgemeiner musikalischer Anzeiger. 40 The earliest information indicating a publication date is from a subscription announcement in Haslinger's publication catalogue from December 1828, which announces that 'from the first series, which contains the sonatas for solo piano, already eight have been published'. 41 On 12 January 1831, the Allgemeine musikalische Zeitung reported that 14 sonatas had been published, including WoO 47, opp. 13, 26, 27 no. 1 and 31 no. 2. 42 The entire set (except opp. 2, 7 and 106, which were not included for reasons stated above) is listed in the Handbuch der musikalischen Literatur of 1834 as issued between January 1829 and the end of 1833, 43 which suggests that the first imprint containing all 30 sonatas was published by that time. It therefore seems likely that the second imprint was published between 1833 and Haslinger's death in 1842, after which the editions were published under Carl Haslinger's name. 44 The review of 22 sonatas in Haslinger's periodical could therefore be referring to the second imprint only. As Rosenblum observed, out of the four sets of metronome marks she discussed, the one in Haslinger's first edition has the fastest speeds for most of the movements, while the second set suggests slower tempi for almost all of these. 45 Whether these changes were made by Czerny or by another editor is unknown, but it is conceivable that they were influenced by the reception of some of Czerny's own compositions with similarly fast metronome marks, which was sometimes critical of his tendency to recommend overly fast speeds. 46 The next set of metronome marks is certainly by Czerny, and is found in the fourth volume (1846) of his Complete Theoretical and Practical Piano Forte School, op. 500, published in 1846, of which two chapters on Beethoven's works for piano were later independently published as On the Proper Performance of all Beethoven's Works for the Piano. The first chapter discusses the works for solo piano, and the second covers works that also include one or more other instruments; both chapters include metronome marks for most works. 47 Czerny's final metronome marks were published in an edition by Simrock in Bonn, which William S. Newman dated as follows: 'Opp. 2-57 … except 22 and 54, were published in 1856; all remaining sonatas through Op. 101 in 1862, and the last 4 in 1868'. 48 Since Czerny died in 1857, the last two sets were published posthumously. Nevertheless, Newman, Rosenblum and Seifert do not doubt that these metronome marks are really by Czerny's, and they seem to assume that Czerny had written down all of the metronome marks before his death. This claim will be further explored later in this article.
Shortly after Czerny's death, Robert Cocks in Londonwho also published the English editions of Czerny's Piano School and various other works composed or edited by Czernypublished an edition of all of Beethoven's piano sonatas except the three WoO 47 Sonatas and op. 106, 49 which has not been discussed in the literature. The title page claims that the editing was done by Czerny, but his input seems to have been limited to supplying the metronome marks, most of which are identical to those in the first Haslinger edition. Exceptions to this are opp. 31 no. 3, 101, 109 and 111, which are found in the second Haslinger, and opp. 2 and 7, for which this edition provides speeds that are all fairly similar to those found in the Simrock edition, except that some of them are on the fast side, much like several speeds in the first Haslinger. A particularly good example is the = 120 for the first movement of op. 2 no. 1. A possible explanation for this could be that Cocks obtained the metronome marks that were initially intended for the first Haslinger edition, which included the hitherto unpublished speeds for opp. 2 and 7. As such, the metronome marks for these sonatas found in the Cock's edition have been included in the Appendix in the same column as the first Haslinger edition.
Around 1863, Tobias Haslinger's son Carl started publishing another series of Beethoven's piano sonatas. 50 As this edition is entirely posthumous, it seems unlikely that the metronome marks in this edition were based on a re-evaluation by Czerny himself. Furthermore, all of the speeds in this edition are identical to the last edition that Tobias Haslinger published, with the exception of the last three movements of op. 26, which take their metronome marks from On the Proper Performance.
In summary, there are five different sets of metronome marks published under Czerny's name. There seems to be little doubt that those in the first Haslinger edition and On the Proper Performance were made by Czerny alone, but due to the differences between the first and second set by Haslinger, the degree of Czerny's involvement in the latter is open to question. Also, the speeds intended for the first Haslinger seem to have formed the basis for a posthumous edition in London by Czerny's long-time English publisher Cocks. Although there is no reason to doubt the authenticity of Czerny's metronome marks in the first part of the Simrock edition, the posthumously published sonatas need further investigation. Finally, Carl Haslinger's edition contains only speeds copied from earlier editions.
Moscheles's Marks
There were at least eight different editions of Beethoven's piano sonatas published in Moscheles's lifetime that contained the latter's metronome marks. The first edition that included all piano sonatas (with the exception of the three WoO 47 works, for which Moscheles never supplied metronome marks) was published by Cramer in London between 1834 and 1838/9. 51 Soon after that, between 1839 and 1844, Johann Peter Spehr published a selection of five sonatas in Braunschweig, which contains the same metronome marks as the Cramer edition. 52 According to Newman, there were two more publishers around this time who used Moscheles's metronome marks in their editions of Beethoven's piano sonatas: August Cranz in Hamburg, and Gottfried Meyer Jr. in Braunschweig. In both cases the sonatas were published separately, and with the exception of 'opp. Adolph Hofmeister, ed., Musikalisch-literarischer Monatsbericht 5/1, 2, 4, 5, 8-9, 12 (1838): 5, 21, 54, 69, 118, 181, respectively. announced in August 1841. 55 All of the sonatas published by Cranz that Seifert found have metronome marks identical to those in Cramer, which makes it likely that the missing sonatas also took their metronome marks from Moscheles's London edition, 56 presumably with Moscheles's permission. 57 This statement will have to be tested if these missing editions are ever rediscovered. 58 For Meyer's editions, the reverse seems to be true: Seifert was able to find three sonatas with metronome marks that were not announced in the Monatsbericht, unlike many other publications by Meyer. Two sonatas, opp. 2 no. 1 and 10 no. 2, have the same metronome marks as the Cramer edition, but op. 2 no. 2 has unique speeds. Since the editions published after Cramer all have the same speeds for the first three movements, it seems likely that the Meyer edition of op. 2 no. 2 precedes the one published by Cramer. Here, too, more light might be shed on this claim if any additional issues are rediscovered.
In 1853, Ludwig Holle bought the rights to Spehr's edition, 59 and by the end of the year started offering the first 23 sonatas (opp. 2 to 57) for subscription. Although the edition was published as 'Nouvelle Edition, révue et metronomisée par I. Moscheles', Moscheles himself published a letter saying that he had never had any contact with Holle, and that he had not revised the edition as the title page said. 60 Holle's defence was that since he bought the rights to Spehr's edition, he was free to use those metronome marks, and because a few mistakes were corrected, it could be called a new edition. 61 The statement that he had used the metronome marks from Spehr's edition is probably deceptive, asunless Spehr published 18 sonatas that have not yet been found-that edition contained speeds for only five works. Holle was therefore using metronome marks from editions to which he had not bought the rights. Most of the speeds in his edition can be found in other editions by Moscheles, but the last movement of op. 2 no. 2a work that Holle claimed contained 'a few mistakes' 62is especially curious in this context, as the same speed is found only in On the Proper Performance by Czerny, which had just been published a few years earlier.
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Hofmeister, ed., Monatsbericht, 8/8 (1841): 117. 56 An interesting exception would be op. 106, which was announced in the Monatsbericht 26/6 (1859): 92, as 'Nouv. Edit. corr. et métron. p. J. Moscheles'.
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The fact that Cranz published several first editions by Moscheles seems to suggest that the two had a good business relationship. Not satisfied with the financial success of this deception, 63 Holle published another edition that supposedly had metronome marks by Moscheles. This time, however, the name of the editor, Heinrich Wilhelm Stolze, was explicitly mentioned on the title page, perhaps to avoid litigation by Moscheles. Where the previous edition borrowed from Czerny, this edition contains a number of unique metronome marks, for example for the first and last movements of op. 7. Given the previous dispute between Moscheles and Holle, it seems most likely that Stolze was responsible for these changes.
Perhaps to counter these illegitimate practices, around 1858 Moscheles produced a new set of metronome marks for the sonatas for Hallberger's Pracht-Ausgabe der Classiker Beethoven, Clementi, Haydn, Mozart in ihren Werken. Moscheles's contributions appear to date from January 1858, the date on the preface. 64 The first volume was published before 1860 and is mentioned in the third edition of Schindler's Beethoven biography, 65 while the full set was listed in the 1868 Hofmeister Handbuch as finished before the end of 1867. 66 Finally, between 1867 and 1869, Carl Weinholtz in Braunschweig published an edition with the metronome marks identical to those in the Cramer edition. Here too, there is no evidence of Moscheles's involvement.
In summary, Moscheles's earliest metronome marks are probably found in a number of individually published sonatas by Meyer. The Cramer edition of all sonatas with opus number dates from soon after, and was the basis for the five sonatas published by Spehr and probably more than 13 by Cranz. Furthermore, Holle and Weinholtz published several unauthorized editions using Moscheles's speeds. Finally, towards the end of his life Moscheles produced a new set for Hallberger covering the same works as Cramer.
It becomes clear that Seifert has used too many editions in his analysis, as he seems to consider the editions by Carl Haslinger, Holle and Weinholtz authentic. Rosenblum, on the other hand, misses those by Cranz and Meyer, and therefore lacks context. Furthermore, despite being aware of the influence of both editors on each other, neither Rosenblum nor Seifert discuss the relationship between their editions in any depth. The following section will explore this connection in detail.
Re-Evaluating Czerny's and Moscheles's Metronome Marks
Both Rosenblum and Seifert discuss the relationship between the metronome marks by Czerny and Moscheles in terms of their similarity, a characteristic that, according to Rosenblum, supports the statement that these speeds are a fair representation of Beethoven's intentions. Although there is little doubt that the authors were in a good position to know which speeds the composer intended for at least some of these works, whether they actually used this expertise in their editionsand if so, which of these editions is most likely to represent Beethoven's intentionsis a completely different question. The similarity of Czerny's and Moscheles's speeds for Beethoven's piano sonatas can show that their marks are likely to approximate Beethoven's intended speeds, but only if they produced these speeds independently, without copying or influencing each other. As several editions, such as those by Carl Haslinger and Ludwig Holle, used Czerny's and Moscheles's names primarily as a means to bolster sales without either having an active role in the publication, the similarity between Czerny's and Moscheles's speeds requires closer scrutiny.
The fact that the Simrock edition uses so many speeds close or identical to the Cramer and Hallberger editions warrants more investigation than it has been given in the literature so far. In the set that Simrock published in 1856, containing opp. 2 to 14, opp. 26 to 53, and 57, almost every sonata contains a metronome mark that is unique, 67 while almost always still being in the same range as the Haslinger editions. For example, the Grave section from op. 13 has = 63 in Simrock, compared to = 58 in Haslinger. The other sonatas were published in 1862 and 1868, five and 11 years after Czerny's death respectively, and the implicit assumption of Rosenblum and Seifert appears to be that Czerny sent the metronome marks for all sonatas to the publisher before his death. The evidence, however, seems to contradict this assumption: almost all of the sonatas published in 1856 contain a unique metronome mark, but none of those published 1862 or 1868 do. The marks in opp. 22, 54, 90, 101, 110 and 111 are in fact identical to those in Moscheles's Hallberger edition. Op. 79 is identical to the second state of Haslinger, and the first two movements of op. 81a are identical to the first state, with the finale presumably copying both the speed for the Vivacissimamente ( = 108 in all editions except Haslinger's first) and the Poco Andante ( = 69, for which until then Moscheles had been the only one to give metronome marks) from Cramer. Finally, Simrock's op. 109 uses the speeds in Hallberger for every movement except the second, for which it recommends the same speed that occurs in the other editions by Czerny.
So it appears that the metronome marks in the two later sets are copied primarily from editions by Moscheles, and are not by Czerny at all. It seems possible, however, that Simrock was already copying some of Moscheles's marks when Czerny was still alive, as there are several suspicious cases in which the Simrock edition gives a speed identical to one found in an edition by Moscheles, despite the fact that earlier marks indicate a completely different speed. A good example is the concluding Presto of op. 27 no. 1, for which Czerny's only other metronome mark is = 120 in Haslinger, while the Simrock edition contains a much slower = 96, the same speed that is found in Moschsles's Cramer edition. Similarly, the Largo section in the first movement of op. 31 no. 2, which is marked = 88 in Haslinger and which has no speed in On the Proper Performance, has = 50 in Simrock, the same speed as in Cramer. A final example can be found in op. 49 no. 1, in which both movements have speeds identical to the Cramer edition ( = 60 and = 60), which are completely different from Czerny's earlier marks in Haslinger ( = 88-92 and = 100-108). It is likely that the three examples given above are not isolated examples, but are simply the ones that are most easily detected due to the relatively large differences in speed between the earlier metronome marks by Czerny and Moscheles. In a number of other individual movements, the similarities between Simrock on the one hand and Cramer on the other seem to suggest a certain degree of borrowing too: in op. 13, for instance, all speeds in Simrock are identical to the ones in Cramer, except the one for the opening Grave. Another example is op. 10 no. 2, which has = 96 and 80 in the first Haslinger and On the Proper Performance, respectively, and = 160 in Simrock, exactly the same way in which it is given in all of Moscheles's editions. 68 In these cases, the similarities between these editions are generally less obvious, but they are still suspicious.
All in all, of the 87 metronome marks published in the first set of Simrock, 21 are identical to speeds published for the first time in Cramer. These similarities could be explained by a wide range of possible causes, including Czerny consciously or unconsciously being influenced by Moscheles's Cramer edition; Simrock copying from Moscheles to compensate for Czerny not providing a speed for certain sections, something which would happen more prominently in the two later Simrock sets; or simply because of pure chance. The evidence for these explanations is circumstantial, but they do undermine the notion that the Simrock edition was made independently from Moscheles's editions. This in turn weakens the support for the claim that the Simrock edition represents Beethoven's intended speeds.
The Simrock edition, however, is not the only one which is suspected of having being influenced by previous editions. Moscheles's Cramer edition appears to rely to some degree on Czerny's Haslinger, as can be seen in a passage that Rosenblum partially quotes, 69 Moscheles's English translation of Schindler's Life of Beethoven of 1841:
I hope I may be permitted to state, that in superintending for Messrs. Cramer & Co the new edition of his works, and in metronomizing the several compositions, I have not merely listened to my own musical feelings, but been guided by my recollections of what I gathered from Beethoven's own playing, and that of Baroness Ertmann, whom I have heard perform many of his works in his presence, and to his entire satisfaction, at the musical meetings [at Czerny's] … and Mr. Zmeskall's. In some of the quick movements, I have purposely refrained from giving way to that rapidity of piano-forte execution, so largely developed at the present time. It is with satisfaction that I add that the tempi that I have ventured to give differ very slightly from those affixed to Haslinger's Vienna edition, by Carl Czerny, whom I consider a competent authority in the matter. 70
Moscheles admits of several different sources for his metronome marks: his own musicality, his memories of the performances of Baroness Ertmann and Beethoven
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The movements in which Simrock takes a speed that has appeared first in Cramer are op. himself. The influence of these last two sources, however, was probably limited: Moscheles met Beethoven in 1810, 71 but only in 1814 did they form a closer connection. 72 In the autumn of 1816, Moscheles left Vienna and did not meet Beethoven again until late 1823, by which time they are only able to communicate in writing. 73 The only time that Moscheles could have heard Beethoven play is therefore limited to before autumn 1816, a period during which the only performance by Beethoven that Moscheles's diaries mention is of the Piano Trio op. 97, Beethoven's last public appearance as a pianist. Of Beethoven's playing on this occasion, Moscheles writes that 'apart from the spirit prevailing in it, [it] satisfied me less [than the composition itself], for it lacks clearness and precision; still I observed several traces of the grand style of playing which I had long since recognized in his compositions'. 74 The fact that Moscheles compares Beethoven's playing to a particular aspect of his compositions, rather than to any actual performances that he might have heard, suggest that Moscheles did not have many opportunities to hear Beethoven play. In his preface to Life of Beethoven, Moscheles admits that he only heard Beethoven play a few timeshe only specifies the third piano concerto and the choral symphony as pieces that he heard, presumably at public concertsand that Beethoven was extremely reluctant to explain his music to him. 75 The musical meetings at Czerny's apartment took place between 1816 until 1820, 76 while those at Zmeskall's seemed to have started at least as early as 1808, with an unknown end date. Baroness Ertmann seems to have performed at both of these venues until February 1817, when she left Vienna. 77 The programmes of these concerts are not always known, but it seems likely that the sonata op. 27 no. 2 was played, as this seems to have been one of Ertmann's favourite pieces. 78 It seems therefore plausible that Czerny and Moscheles both heard her play this work, which could explain the similarity between the first Haslinger edition on the one hand ( = 60, = 84, and = 92, respectively) and all of Moscheles's editions on the other ( = 60, = 76, and = 92). However, since it is unknown how often Moscheles attended these concerts -Ertmann's and Zmeskall's names do not seem to occur in his diaries at alland since he left Vienna in the same year that Czerny started to organize house concerts, he had far fewer opportunities to hear Baroness Ertmann than Czerny did.
For the Cramer edition, however, another source had emerged not previously available to him: the metronome marks by Czerny in the first Haslinger edition. Moscheles is ambiguous about whether he produced the speeds for the Cramer edition before checking those by Czerny, or whether hemaybe in a few cases in which his memory failed himbased his metronome mark on his colleague's. The latter would have been very tempting, as Czerny's edition was most likely finished by the time Moscheles started working on his. Furthermore, a letter by Moscheles's wife reveals that Czerny came to visit Moscheles in London sometime before May 1838, and that they discussed music together. 79 This might explain the difference between Moscheles's earliest metronome marks for op. 2 no. 2 in the Meyer edition, which were likely only based on Moscheles's memory and musicality, and the Cramer edition, for which he had the opportunity to discuss these works with Czerny. It seems therefore possible that it was Czerny's visit that prompted Moscheles to reconsider the speeds for this movement.
However, the degree of Czerny's influence should also not be overstated, as there are several speeds in the Cramer edition that Moscheles seems to have invented independently. This is most clearly the case with the sonatas opp. 101 and following, which were published after Moscheles had left Vienna, and for which Moscheles had only his own musical feelings to determine the tempo. This seems a reasonable explanation for the fact that the speeds of first two movements of op. 101 are much slower in Cramer than in the first Haslinger: = 66 compared to = 88 for the first movement and = 132 compared to = 84 for the second, respectively. There are comparable differences between several of the other movements of the late sonatas, 80 but there are also some noticeable similarities. The last two speeds for op. 101, for instance, are very similar in Cramer and the first Haslinger: = 60 and = 54 for the third movement, respectively, and = 132 from both editions for the fourth. It seems possible that these similarities are the result of chance, with Moscheles essentially guessing the same speed as Czerny, but it is also possible that these similarities are the result of the two editors discussing these movements. Either way, with Moscheles having no source available for the speeds of the late sonatas other than his own musicality and Czerny's suggestions, his metronome marks for these works are of no value for determining Beethoven's intended tempi. This leaves only the early and middle sonatas as works which Moscheles could have heard performed by either Baroness Ertmann or Beethoven himself. By extension, these are the only works for which any similarity in editorial speed could be explained by both Czerny and Moscheles having independent insider knowledge. A comparison of different editions will show how likely this is.
Out of 95 metronome marks given to the sonatas with opus numbers between 2 and 90 in Czerny's and Moscheles's earliest editionsassuming that those found in Cocks's edition where indeed intended for the first Haslingerin 41 cases there is a difference of 10 per cent or more. In other words, in about 43 per cent of the movements that both Czerny and Moscheles could have heard from either Beethoven or Baroness Ertmann, there is a substantial difference between the speeds in the first Haslinger and the Cramer editions. These differences, however, do not all remain in subsequent editions: in five cases in which Czerny's and Moscheles's speeds in their respective first editions differ more than 10 per cent, Moscheles 110/I, II and V. Furthermore, in Life of Beethoven, vol. 2, 252 , Moscheles argues that the controversial tempo of the first Allegro of op. 106, = 138, is a mistake, due to the fact that Beethoven removed Assai from the tempo indication when adding the metronome mark. Instead, he recommends = 112. This comment seems to be based on a misunderstanding of Beethoven's Allegro assai, which is slower than Allegro, in contrast with for instance Mozart's use of the term. See Steward Deas, 'Beethoven's "Allegro assai" ', Music & Letters 31/4 (1950): 333-6. changes his speed in a subsequent edition to a speed closer to Czerny's. 81 An example of this is the second movement of op. 22 discussed previously. In the Cramer edition, Moscheles gives a speed of = 132, much faster than the = 112 in the first Haslinger. In the next edition by Hallberger, however, Moscheles lowers his speed to = 116, closer to Czerny's speed, but also further away from Beethoven's metronome marks for the adagios in the String Quartet op. 18 no. 1 and the Septet op. 20, which have a similar range of note values and speeds of = 138 and = 132, respectively. In 13 cases in which there is a large difference between Cramer and Haslinger, On the Proper Performance (which was published after the Cramer edition, but before Hallberger) approaches the speed in Haslinger, 82 while the first set of Simrock closes the gap in 11 movements by using a speed similar or close to the one in Cramer or Hallberger. 83 In the remaining 12 movements, the disagreement between the two editors remains unresolved. 84 From this it is possible to conclude that since two thirds of the large differences in speed between the early editions are eventually resolved, it seems very likely that Czerny and Moscheles indeed influenced each other, and that this is the main cause of the similarity that Rosenblum perceived, which is primarily found in the later editions.
In summary, Moscheles's Cramer and Hallberger editions are likely only partly based on Beethoven's or Ertmann's playing, as Moscheles seems to have had relatively little access to either. Of the sonatas that Moscheles could have heard performed by either of these, only slightly more than half the speeds are actually similar to Czerny's, whose speeds in subsequent editions seem to be influenced by Moscheles. This makes the claim that Czerny's and Moscheles's speeds for these sonatas are similar increasingly problematic, as their similarity appears to be more caused by their mutual influence than the fact that both editors observed Beethoven or Baroness Ertmann perform. The corroborating evidence that Rosenblum has used to substantiate the claim that Czerny's metronome marks are a 'fair' representation of Beethoven's intentions, which besides Moscheles's metronome marks included the earlier discussed comparison with Beethoven's own for similar movements, has therefore largely disappeared.
However, there is still the matter that Czerny studied with Beethoven, and he probably heard Ertmann and Beethoven play much more often than Moscheles did. It therefore seems likely that he was aware of Beethoven's intentions for many of these works. This point was made in particular by the Beethoven scholar Gustav Nottebohm, who met Czerny and who had the following to say about the metronome marks in On the Proper Performance:
Although not of authentic validity, still these indications can lay claim to a certain trustworthiness, especially for those works of which we know that Czerny either heard them played by Beethoven or studied [them] Anyone who knew Czerny personally, who had the opportunity to observe his nature, which was above all directed towards the practical, will believe him capable of impressing firmly on his memory a tempo that he had heard, and will have noticed the certainty that he had in such outwardly tangible musical matters. 85
Nottebohm furthermore highlights the works which Czerny claims to have studied with or played for Beethoven. Among these are the Sonatas op. 13, op. 14 no. 1 and 2, op. 31 no. 2, op. 101, and the second movement of op. 28; 86 but as Paul Badura-Skoda has observed, this list should probably be supplemented by op. 53, op. 57 and op. 106. 87 Czerny's metronome marks for these works have been the source of some confusion, as they appear to change about as much as the works that he did not study with Beethoven. George Barth has even gone so far as to conclude from this that Czerny must have had 'considerable difficulty in recalling even those tempi he had learned from Beethoven'. 88 This conclusion, based at least in part on Rosenblum's naïveté concerning Simrock's editions, seems a bit rash, especially if one only takes those metronome marks of that certainly come from Czerny: the first Haslinger edition, On the Proper Performance, and part of Simrock. In op. 13, for instance, this comparison shows that Haslinger and Simrock are very similarnot counting Simrock's speed for the last movement, which is suspected of being taken from Moscheleswhile those in On the Proper Performance are far slower. With only few exceptions, 89 all works that Czerny studied with Beethoven have very similar speeds in the first Haslinger and Simrock editions, and the only divergence is found in On the Proper Performance. It therefore seems that Czerny really had no difficulty in remembering what Beethoven taught him, and that On the Proper Performance represents something other than Czerny's memories.
There is ample evidence for this, and most of it has been discussed by Barth himself, as well as by James Parakilas. One example is found in Czerny's discussion of Beethoven's own way of performing, in which he writes that [Beethoven's] performance depended on his constantly varying frame of mind, and even if it were possible exactly to describe his style of playing, it would not always serve us as a model (in regard to the present otherwise cultivated purity and clearness in difficulties); and even the mental conception acquires a different value through the altered taste of the time, and must occasionally be expressed by other means than were then demanded. 90 With the present perfection of the Pianoforte, which, in power and fullness of tone, vies with the instruments of the orchestra, the performance of a Concerto is more easy and grateful than at the time when Beethoven himself played this first Concerto at the Kärtnerthor theatre, in Vienna (in 1801). We can now therefore produce effects of which we had then no idea. 91
By
Although Czerny does not explicitly say how he departs from Beethoven's style of performance, there is evidence that these changes affect more than one aspect. George Barth's comparisons of Czerny's versions in On the Proper Performance to the first editions of the same works have shown that Czerny often changes the articulation and dynamics. Furthermore, the articulation in the Simrock edition is much more authentic than in On the Proper Performance, 92 which adds to the impression that despite Czerny's statement that 'the player must by no means allow himself to alter the composition', 93 his pedagogical work often changes the effect that the composer had in mind, a point that Parakilas has also made. 94 For this reason, On the Proper Performance is of little value for determining Beethoven's intentions for the piano sonatas.
It does, however, raise an interesting question about the notion of authenticity. The changes that Czerny made in On the Proper Performance appear to be primarily fuelled by developments in organology and aesthetics, and indicate that the notion of an authentic performance in Beethoven was considered to be changeable, at least in Czerny's eyes. As Parakilas has observed, Czerny was therefore clearly being less than honest when he wrote that 'there can be only one perfectly correct mode of performance', 95 especially considering the different speeds that Czerny suggested in the editions discussed in this article. Nevertheless, it is possible to make sense of this statement by adding two caveats, the first being that this statement only represents the opinion of its author. The second caveat is that this opinion can change over time, as the above examination of the metronome marks in Czerny's editions has shown. 96 This points towards an explanation for the controversial status of metronome marks in general and Beethoven's in particular: since these are not easily reinterpreted in the way that the traditional Italian tempo indications are, changes in aesthetics or in the instruments themselves can easily make these speeds problematic for performers. It subsequently becomes tempting to reject the metronome altogether, which is what many composers have done. 97 The relationship between Beethoven's intended tempos and the speeds by Czerny and Moscheles is more complicated than some have realized. On the one hand, there is little corroborating evidence in the editions to support the notion that Czerny's memory is besides consistent also correct: no other source that Rosenblum mentions -Beethoven's own indications for other movements, as well as Moscheles's editionsis able to put this issue to rest, as there are often considerable differences with Czerny's marks. On the other hand, if one ignores On the Proper Performance and those speeds in Simrock that seem to be copied from Moscheles, Czerny is actually fairly consistent in his speeds for these sonatas, especially for those works he studied with Beethoven. This in turn undermines Barth's argument that Czerny had trouble remembering Beethoven's tempo, and makes it seem somewhat more plausible that these are indeed consistent with Beethoven's intentions. 98 Does this, however, mean that the speeds in the other editions are useless for performers interested in historically informed performances?
Of course not: these editions are in fact very useful for disentangling the author from the text. They allow performers to leave the composer out of the picture altogether, and to focus on the person who provides the metronome marks for the edition, and the time in which this took place. In that way, the first Haslinger editionwith the extra metronome marks from Cocksrepresents Czerny's opinion on Beethoven's sonatas shortly after the composer's death, while the first set of Simrock is his opinion on those works shortly before his own passing. Moscheles's editions could also be of use here, simply to show which speeds a highly successful concert pianist with an international career spanning several decades considered to be most effective. Each edition, and not only On the Proper Performance, therefore represents the proper performance according to its editor at that time. An historically informed performance does not necessarily have to represent the intentions of the composerin fact, the controversy surrounding some of Beethoven's own metronome marks, as well as the descriptions of his playing by Czerny and Moscheles seem to suggest that to do so would not always be particularly effective in a modern concert setting anyway. Whereas a focus on the composer's intentions can run the risk of narrowing the range of performance practices, these editions by Czerny and Moscheles can actually enrich historical performance practice, as they provide multiple workable and historical answers to well-known questions.
Appendix: Editions by Czerny and Moscheles
Editions that contain metronome marks by Czerny: In fact, almost all of these are consistent with the model of Beethoven's intended tempo as described in Noorduin, Beethoven's Tempo Indications.
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